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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Appeal 

Applicant’s appeal filed 29 July 2008 has been considered and is persuasive. The Final 
Rejection mailed 21 January 2009 has been withdrawn. Claims 1-11, 13-18 and 20-24 are still 
pending in this application, with claims 1,11 and 1 8 being independent. Please note that AU 
2416 has been changed to AU 2474. 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 



Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims-1 1, 13-18 and 20-24 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. Claims 1-2, 4-5, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Finn et 
al. (previously cited US 6,728,205). 

Regarding claim 1, Finn discloses an apparatus comprising a detector (see figure 1, node 
12a) and a first protector (see Figure 1, Node 12b) configured to perform protection switching in 
response to one ore more notifications of a condition received from the detector (see column 42, 
line 54 to column 43, line 4, failure message arrival at a node indicating a failed link), and to 
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register with the detector to be notified of the condition (see column 15, lines 29-35, node 12a's 
APS processor receives information from other nodes in the network of their relation to one 
another, thus registering for future notification of conditions), wherein the detector is configured 
to receive one or more registration requests from the first protector (see column 15, lines 29-35, 
APS processor of node 12a receives communications from other nodes concerning connectivity 
within the network, and column 17, lines 34+, each node transmits to all the other nodes 
information such as its topology information, load balancing information, load and capacity 
information, and other data useful in protection switching, which can be interpreted as 
registering its position and connectivity in the network with the other nodes), and to notify the 
first protector of the eondition upon deteetion of the condition (see column 15, lines 57-65, 
information eoneeming the nodes and links and preferred paths among nodes stored in routing 
table can be aeeessed and used to automatieally re-route the signals through the secondary or 
protection path, and see eolumn 40, lines 40-50, upon detection of a failure a help message is 
broadcast to the nodes in the network to inform them to perform protection switching where 
needed). 

Regarding claim 2, Finn discloses that the protection switching includes switching the 
physical path of traffic from a working facility to a backup facility while maintaining an UP state 
indication of a single logical interface including the working facility and the backup facility such 
that higher-level routing information does not change in response to the switching the physical 
path (see column 15, lines 10-13, only predetermined logical connections are made between the 
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nodes, meaning that pre-established logical source-destination connections are decided on during 
setup and are maintained while physical paths are switched after a failure). 

Regarding claim 4, Finn discloses that the protection switching includes switching traffic 
to a backup component from a component corresponding to the condition (see column 15, lines 
58-65, after a node failure, the flow is re-routed through a secondary path (and ultimately 
secondary components) to reach the destination uninterrupted). 

Regarding claim 5, Finn discloses that the apparatus further comprising a second 
protector (see Figure 1, other network node 12e eomprising a protection switching module), 
wherein the seeond proteetor is eonfigured to perform protection switching in response to one or 
more notifieations reeeived from the first proteetor (see eolumn 42, line 67 to column 43, line 4, 
a node forwards the failure message to other nodes along the paths corresponding to that node), 
and to register with the first proteetor to be notified of a particular condition (see column 15, 
lines 29-35, each node receives information eonceming the number of nodes, each node’s APS 
processor does this, as the topology for the network is stored in each node's routing table, 
therefore the second protector also registers with the first protector), wherein the first protector is 
configured to receive one or more registration requests from the second protector (see column 
15, lines 29-35, each node receives information concerning the number of nodes, each node’s 
APS processor does this, as the topology for the network is stored in each node's routing table, 
and column 17, lines 34-40, each node transmits its topology information to all the other nodes, 
which can be interpreted as registering its position and connectivity in the network with the other 




Application/Control Number: 10/790,946 
Art Unit: 2474 



Page 5 



nodes), to notify the second protector upon notification of the particular condition (see column 
42, line 67 to column 43, line 4, a node forwards the failure message to other nodes along the 
paths corresponding to that node), and to register with a detector to be notified of the particular 
condition (see column 15, lines 29-35, node 12e receives information from nodes 12b and 12a to 
acquire the network topology and other important parameters), wherein the detector is 
configured to identify the particular condition, and to notify the first protector of the particular 
condition upon detection of the particular condition (see column 15, lines 57-65, information 
concerning the nodes and links and preferred paths among nodes stored in routing table can be 
accessed and used to re-route automatically the signals through the secondary or protection path, 
and see column 40, lines 40-50, upon deteetion of a failure a help message is broadcast to the 
nodes in the network to inform them to perform proteetion switching where needed). 

Regarding elaim 8, Finn diseloses that the apparatus further comprising a second 
protector (see Figure 1, node 12e eomprising a protection switching module), wherein the second 
protector is configured to perform protection switching in response to one or more notifications 
received from the first protector and the detector (see column 42, line 67 to column 43, line 4, a 
node forwards the failure message to other nodes along the paths corresponding to that node), to 
register with the first protector to be notified of a particular condition and to register with the 
detector to be notified of a second particular condition (see column 15, lines 29-35, each node 
registers with all other nodes so that every node has the proper topology in the routing table), 
wherein the first protector is configured to send a notification of the particular condition to the 
second protector in response to the notification of the particular condition by the detector (see 
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column 42, line 67 to column 43, line 4, a node forwards the failure message to other nodes 
along the paths corresponding to that node), and register with the detector to be notified of the 
particular condition (see column 15, lines 29-35, node 12e sends information to node 12a to 
acquire network information required for determining the proper topology table and primary and 
secondary links in the network), and wherein the detector is configured to receive one or more 
registration requests from the first and second protectors (see column 15, lines 29-35, node 12a 
receives information from node 12e to acquire network information required for determining the 
proper topology table and primary and secondary links in the network, and column 17, lines 34+, 
each node transmits its topology information and other important information regarding 
protection switching to all the other nodes, which can be interpreted as registering its position 
and connectivity in the network with the other nodes), to notify the first protector upon detection 
of the particular condition, and to notify the second protector upon detection of the second 
condition (see column 15, lines 57-65, information concerning the nodes and links and preferred 
paths among nodes stored in routing table can be accessed and used to re-route automatically the 
signals through the secondary or protection path, and see column 40, lines 40-50, upon detection 
of a failure a help message is broadcast to the nodes in the network to inform them to perform 
protection switching where needed). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Finn in view of 
Zettinger et al. (previously cited US 2004/0085895). 
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Regarding claim 3, Finn does not explicitly teach that the protection switching includes 
switching traffic to a backup facility from a facility corresponding to the condition. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Zettinger. In particular, Zettinger teaches that the same protection switching that occurs on 
the switch level can be done on a facility level (see paragraph 27, lines 1-8, facility protection 
switching is when entire protection switch fabrics are protection switched). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Zettinger, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Zettinger, since Zettinger 
stated that switching every node in a facility would take far longer than the 50ms switching time 
as required in communication networks like those using SONET. 

4. Claims 7 and 9-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Finn in 
view of Lindskog et al. (previously cited US 6,665,262 Bl). 

Regarding claim 7, Finn discloses that the apparatus further comprises a second protector 
(see Figure 1, other network node 12b comprising a protection switching module) wherein the 
second protector is configured to perform protection switching in response to one or more 
notifications received from the first protector (see column 42, line 67 to column 43, line 4, a 
node forwards the failure message to other nodes along the paths corresponding to that node), 
and to register with the first protector to be notified of a particular condition (see column 15, 
lines 29-35, each node receives information concerning the number of nodes, each node’s APS 
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processor does this, as the topology for the network is stored in each node's routing table, 
therefore the second protector also registers with the first protector), wherein the first protector is 
configured to receive one or more registration requests from the second protector (see column 
15, lines 29-35, each node receives information concerning the number of nodes, each node’s 
APS processor does this, as the topology for the network is stored in each node's routing table, 
and column 17, lines 34-40, each node transmits its topology information to all the other nodes, 
which can be interpreted as registering its position and connectivity in the network with the other 
nodes) and the detector is configured to identify the particular condition, and to notify the first 
protector of the particular condition upon detection of the particular condition (see column 15, 
lines 57-65, information concerning the nodes and links and preferred paths among nodes stored 
in routing table can be accessed and used to re-route automatically the signals through the 
secondary or protection path, and see column 40, lines 40-50, upon detection of a failure a help 
message is broadcast to the nodes in the network to inform them to perform protection switching 
where needed). 

Finn does not explicitly teach that the first protector is configured to notify the second 
protector upon notification of the particular condition if not previously notified of another 
particular condition else not to notify the second protector of the particular condition. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Lindskog. In particular, Lindskog teaches that the first protector is configured to notify the 
second protector upon notification of the particular condition if not previously notified of another 
particular condition else not to notify the second protector of the particular condition, and to 
register with the detector to be notified of the particular condition (see column 3, lines 27-35, 
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when the node receives alarm data notifying the node of a fault (presumably a new alarm, i.e. not 
previously notified), it will pass a new alarm to an interconnected node to handle the fault, else it 
may pass it back up to a higher level node, thus not forwarding it to the interconnected node). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Lindskog, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Lindskog since Lindskog 
stated that the recursive way that alarm messages are passed down the hierarchy distributes the 
work each node has to do to recover from the fault. 

Regarding claim 9, Finn discloses a second protector (see Figure 1, other network node 
12e comprising a protection switching module), wherein the second protector is configured to 
perform protection switching in response to one or more notifications received from the first 
protector (see column 42, line 67 to column 43, line 4, a node forwards the failure message to 
other nodes along the paths corresponding to that node), and to register with the first protector to 
be notified of a particular condition (see column 15, lines 29-35, each node receives information 
concerning the number of nodes, each node’s APS processor does this, as the topology for the 
network is stored in each node's routing table, therefore the second protector also registers with 
the first protector), wherein the first protector is configured to receive one or more registration 
requests from the second protector, and to register with the detector to be notified of the 
particular condition (see column 15, lines 29-35, each node receives information concerning the 
number of nodes, each node’s APS processor does this, as the topology for the network is stored 
in each node's routing table, and column 17, lines 34-40, each node transmits its topology 
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information to all the other nodes, which can be interpreted as registering its position and 
connectivity in the network with the other nodes), wherein the detector is configured to identify 
the particular condition and to notify the first protector of the particular condition upon detection 
of the particular condition (see column 15, lines 58-65, information concerning the nodes and 
links and preferred paths among nodes stored in routing table can be accessed and used to re- 
route automatically the signals through the secondary or protection path, and see column 40, 
lines 40-50, upon detection of a failure a help message is broadcast to the nodes in the network to 
inform them to perform protection switching where needed). 

Finn does not explicitly teach that the first protector is further configured to attempt to 
protection switch upon notification of the particular condition, and in response to the attempted 
protection switch failing, notifying the second protector of the particular condition, else not 
notifying the second protector of the particular condition. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Lindskog. In particular, Lindskog teaches that the first protector is further configured to 
attempt to protection switch upon notification of the particular condition, and in response to the 
attempted protection switch failing, notifying the second protector of the particular condition, 
else not notifying the second protector of the particular condition, (see column 3, lines 28-32, 
fault agent determines if the underlying fault that caused the alarm can be handled at the current 
node (interpreted as attempting to handle the fault, the fault handling being the protection 
switching of a failed link/node in Finn).if not the fault agent produces a new alarm. . .and passes 
the new alarm to an interconnected fault agent (the second protector)). 
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In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Lindskog, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Lindskog since Lindskog 
stated that the recursive way that alarm messages are passed down the hierarchy distributes the 
work each node has to do to recover from the fault. 

Regarding claim 10, Finn discloses the apparatus of claim 1, further comprising a second 
protector and a third protector (see Figure 1, items 12b and 12c, each node acts as a protector), 
wherein the second protector is configured to perform protection switching in response to one or 
more notifications received from the first protector (see column 42, line 67 to column 43, line 4, 
node forwards the failure message to other nodes), and to register with the first protector to be 
notified of the condition (see column 15, lines 29-35, each node receives information concerning 
the number of nodes, each node’s APS processor does this, as the topology for the network is 
stored in each node's routing table, and column 17, lines 34-40, each node transmits its topology 
information to all the other nodes, which can be interpreted as registering its position and 
connectivity in the network with the other nodes), wherein the third protector is configured to 
register with the second protector to be notified of the condition (see column 15, lines 29-35, 
each node receives information concerning the number of nodes, each node’s APS processor 
does this, as the topology for the network is stored in each node's routing table, and column 17, 
lines 34-40, each node transmits its topology information to all the other nodes, which can be 
interpreted as registering its position and connectivity in the network with the other nodes), 
wherein the second protector is configured to receive one or more registration requests from the 
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third protector (see column 15, lines 29-35, each node receives information concerning the 
number of nodes, each node’s APS processor does this, as the topology for the network is stored 
in each node's routing table, and column 17, lines 34-40, each node transmits its topology 
information to all the other nodes, which can be interpreted as registering its position and 
connectivity in the network with the other nodes). 

Finn does not explicitly teach that the first protector is configured to determine whether 
to cause a protection switch or to notify the second protector of the condition, the third protector 
is configured to perform protection switching in response to one or more notifications received 
from the second protector, and the second protector is configured to determine whether to cause 
a protection switch or to notify the third protector of the condition. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Lindskog. In particular, Lindskog teaches that the first protector is configured to determine 
whether to cause a protection switch or to notify the second protector of the condition, the third 
protector is configured to perform protection switching in response to one or more notifications 
received from the second protector, and the second protector is configured to determine whether 
to cause a protection switch or to notify the third protector of the condition (see column 3, lines 
28-38, each node comprises a fault agent that is capable of making a decision as to whether it can 
fix the fault in the network, and if it cannot, then it forwards an alarm message to its 
interconnected nodes, and they repeat this operation until the fault is recovered from, and thus 
teaches the multiple redundancy performed by the second and third protectors). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Lindskog, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Lindskog since Lindskog 
stated that the recursive way that alarm messages are passed down the hierarchy distributes the 
work each node has to do to recover from the fault. 

Regarding claim 11, Finn discloses an apparatus comprising a detector configured to 
detect a particular condition and to notify a first protector of the particular condition (see Figure 
1, node 12a), and the first protector configured to receive an indication of the particular condition 
from the detector (see figure 1, node 12b and column 40, lines 40-50, upon detection of a failure 
a help message is broadcast to the nodes in the network to inform them to perform protection 
switching where needed). 

Finn does not explieitly teaeh that the first proteetor is configured to identify whether to 
perform proteetion switehing itself based on the partieular condition or to notify a second 
protector of the partieular eondition for the seeond protector to perform the protection switching, 
and the second protector is configured to receive a notification of the particular condition from 
the first protector, and in response to perform protection switching based on the particular 
condition and that identifying whether to perform protection switching itself based on the 
particular condition or to notify a second protector of the particular condition includes attempting 
by the first protector to protection switch, and in response of the protection switch, to notify the 
second protector of the particular condition 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitations are well known in the art, as 
evidenced by Lindskog. In particular, Lindskog teaches that the first protector is configured to 
identify whether to perform protection switching itself based on the particular condition or to 
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notify a second protector of the particular condition for the second protector to perform the 
protection switching, and the second protector is configured to receive a notification of the 
particular condition from the first protector, and in response to perform protection switching 
based on the particular condition (see column 3, lines 28-34, each node comprises a fault agent 
that is capable of making a decision as to whether it can fix the fault in the network, and if it 
cannot, then it forwards an alarm message to its interconnected nodes, and they repeat this 
operation until the fault is recovered from) and that identifying whether to perform protection 
switching itself based on the particular condition or to notify a second protector of the particular 
condition includes attempting by the first protector to protection switch, and in response of the 
protection switch, to notify the second protector of the particular condition (see column 3, lines 
26-32, a node comprises a fault agent that is capable of making a decision as to whether it can fix 
the fault in the network, and if it cannot fix or recover from the fault, then it passes a new alarm 
message to another node to perform the same operation). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Lindskog, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Lindskog since Lindskog 
stated that the recursive way that alarm messages are passed down the hierarchy distributes the 
work each node has to do to recover from the fault. 

Regarding claim 13, Finn does not explicitly teach that identifying whether to perform 
protection switching itself based on the particular condition or to notify a second protector of the 
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particular condition includes referencing a data structure to identify whether a second particular 
condition has been previously identified by a detector. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Lindskog. In particular, Lindskog teaches that identifying whether to perform protection 
switching itself based on the particular condition or to notify a second protector of the particular 
condition includes referencing a data structure to identify whether a second particular condition 
has been previously identified by a detector (see column 3, lines 56-60, when an event generator 
receives information from each node regarding the fault alarm, it collects this data and updates 
the fault information in an event database, thus allowing nodes to check whether another node 
has looked at a specific fault). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Lindskog, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Lindskog since Lindskog 
stated that the recursive way that alarm messages are passed down the hierarchy distributes the 
work each node has to do to recover from the fault. 

Regarding claim 14, Finn does not explicitly teach that identifying whether to perform 
protection switching itself based on the particular condition or to notify a second protector of the 
particular condition includes referencing a data structure to identify whether a second particular 
condition is determined based on a fixed or programmed set of rules or user configuration 



commands. 
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However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Lindskog. In particular, Lindskog teaches that identifying whether to perform protection 
switching itself based on the particular condition or to notify a second protector of the particular 
condition includes referencing a data structure to identify whether a second particular condition 
is determined based on a fixed or programmed set of rules or user configuration commands (see 
column 4, lines 5-10, after each node returns information to the event generator, the event 
generator then sends the updated configuration information to any subsequent node that is 
determining whether it can handle the fault, thus dynamically changing the rules for 
determination at each node). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Lindskog, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Lindskog since Lindskog 
stated that the recursive way that alarm messages are passed down the hierarchy distributes the 
work each node has to do to recover from the fault. 

Regarding claim 15, Finn discloses that the detector is further configured to detect a 
second particular condition and to notify the second protector of the second condition (see 
column 40, lines 40-50, upon detection of a failure a help message is broadcast to the nodes in 
the network to inform them to perform protection switching where needed). The detector can 
detect more than one condition and send a notification of a condition to all nodes affected by the 



condition. 
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Regarding claim 16, Finn does not explicitly teach that the second protector is configured 
to identify whether to perform protection switching itself based on the second particular 
condition or to notify a third protector of the second particular condition for the third protector to 
perform protection switching. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Lindskog. In particular, Lindskog teaches that the second protector is configured to identify 
whether to perform protection switching itself based on the second particular condition or to 
notify a third protector of the second particular condition for the third protector to perform 
protection switching (see column 3, lines 28-34, each node comprises a fault agent that is 
capable of making a decision as to whether it can fix the fault in the network, and if it cannot, 
then it forwards an alarm message to its interconnected nodes, and they repeat this operation 
until the fault is recovered from). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Lindskog, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Lindskog since Lindskog 
stated that the recursive way that alarm messages are passed down the hierarchy distributes the 
work each node has to do to recover from the fault. 

Regarding claim 17, Finn does not explicitly teach that identifying whether to perform 
protection switching itself based on the second particular condition or to notify a second 
protector of the second particular condition is determined based on a fixed or programmed set of 
rules or user configurable commands. 
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However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Lindskog. In particular, Lindskog teaches that identifying whether to perform protection 
switching itself based on the second particular condition or to notify a second protector of the 
second particular condition is determined based on a fixed or programmed set of rules or user 
configurable commands (see column 4, lines 5-10, after each node returns information to the 
event generator, the event generator then sends the updated configuration information to any 
subsequent node that is determining whether it can handle the fault, thus dynamically changing 
the rules for determination at each node). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Lindskog, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Lindskog since Lindskog 
stated that the recursive way that alarm messages are passed down the hierarchy distributes the 
work each node has to do to recover from the fault. 

Regarding claim 18, Finn discloses an apparatus comprising a detector including means 
for detecting a particular condition (see figure 1, node 12a), and means for notifying a first 
protector of the particular condition (see column 15, lines 57-65, information concerning the 
nodes and links and preferred paths among nodes stored in routing table can be accessed and 
used to automatically re-route the signals through the secondary or protection path, and see 
column 40, lines 40-50, upon detection of a failure a help message is broadcast to the nodes in 
the network to inform them to perform protection switching where needed), the first protector 
including means for receiving an indication of the particular condition from the detector (see 
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column 42, line 54 to column 43, line 4, failure message arrival at a node indicating a failed 
link), and the second protector including means for receiving a notification of the particular 
condition from the first protector and means for performing protection switching based on the 
particular condition (see column 42, line 67 to column 43, line 4, node forwards the failure 
message to other nodes). 

Finn does not explicitly teach that the first protector includes means for identifying 
whether to perform protection switching itself based on the particular condition or to notify a 
second protector of the particular condition for the particular condition to perform protection 
switching and that the means for identifying whether to perform protection switching itself based 
on the particular condition or to notify a second protector of the particular condition includes 
means for attempting by the first protector to protection switch and in response to failure of the 
protection switch, to notify the second protector of the particular condition. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Lindskog. In particular, Lindskog teaches that the first protector includes means for 
identifying whether to perform protection switching itself based on the particular condition or to 
notify a second protector of the particular condition for the particular condition to perform 
protection switching (see column 3, lines 56-60, when an event generator receives information 
from each node regarding the fault alarm, it collects this data and updates the fault information in 
an event database, thus allowing nodes to check whether another node has looked at a specific 
fault) and that the means for identifying whether to perform protection switching itself based on 
the particular condition or to notify a second protector of the particular condition includes means 
for attempting by the first protector to protection switch and in response to failure of the 
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protection switch, to notify the second protector of the particular condition (see column 3, lines 
26-32, a node comprises a fault agent that is capable of making a decision as to whether it can fix 
the fault in the network, and if it cannot fix or recover from the fault, then it passes a new alarm 
message to another node to perform the same operation). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Lindskog, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Lindskog since Lindskog 
stated that the recursive way that alarm messages are passed down the hierarchy distributes the 
work each node has to do to recover from the fault. 

Regarding elaim 20, Finn does not explieitly teaeh that the first protector includes means 
for identifying whether to perform proteetion switehing itself based on the particular condition or 
to notify a second protector of the partieular condition includes means for referencing a data 
structure to identify whether a second particular condition has been previously identified by a 
detector. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Lindskog. In particular, Lindskog teaches that the first protector includes means for 
identifying whether to perform protection switching itself based on the particular condition or to 
notify a second protector of the particular condition includes means for referencing a data 
structure to identify whether a second particular condition has been previously identified by a 
detector (see column 3, lines 56-60, when an event generator receives information from each 




Application/Control Number: 10/790,946 
Art Unit: 2474 



Page 21 



node regarding the fault alarm, it collects this data and updates the fault information in an event 
database, thus allowing nodes to check whether another node has looked at a specific fault). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Lindskog, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Lindskog since Lindskog 
stated that the recursive way that alarm messages are passed down the hierarchy distributes the 
work each node has to do to recover from the fault. 

Regarding claim 21, Finn discloses that the detector includes means for detecting a 
second particular condition and means for notifying the second protector of the second condition 
(see column 40, lines 40-50, upon detection of a failure a help message is broadcast to the nodes 
in the network to inform them to perform protection switching where needed). The detector can 
detect more than one condition and send a notification of a condition to all nodes affected by the 
condition. 

Regarding claim 22, Finn does not explicitly teach that the second protector includes 
means for identifying whether to perform protection switching itself based on the second 
particular condition or to notify a third protector of the second particular condition for the third 
protector to perform protection switching. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Lindskog. In particular, Lindskog teaches that the second protector includes means for 
identifying whether to perform protection switching itself based on the second particular 
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condition or to notify a third protector of the second particular condition for the third protector to 
perform protection switching (see column 3, lines 28-34, each node comprises a fault agent that 
is capable of making a decision as to whether it can fix the fault in the network, and if it cannot, 
then it forwards an alarm message to its interconnected nodes, and they repeat this operation 
until the fault is recovered from). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Lindskog, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Lindskog since Lindskog 
stated that the recursive way that alarm messages are passed down the hierarchy distributes the 
work each node has to do to recover from the fault. 

Regarding claim 23, Finn discloses that the first protector is configured to register with 
the detector for notification of the particular condition (see column 15, lines 29-35, node 12a 
receives information from node 12b, column 15, lines 44-52, the information received from all of 
the nodes is stored into the routing table for computing the working and protection topologies). 

Regarding claim 24, Finn discloses that the second protector is configured to register with 
the first protector for notification of the particular condition (see column 15, lines 29-35, node 
12b receives information from node 12e, column 15, lines 44-52, the information received from 
all of the nodes is stored into the routing table for computing the working and protection 
topologies, this occurs at every node, thus the second protector will notify the first protector 
about its topology as a form of registration). 
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5. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Finn in view of 
Ikeda et al. (previously cited US 6,144,633). 

Regarding claim 6, Finn discloses that the apparatus further comprises a second protector 
(see Figure 1, other network node 12b comprising a protection switching module) wherein the 
second protector is configured to perform protection switching in response to one or more 
notifications received from the first protector (see column 42, line 67 to column 43, line 4, a 
node forwards the failure message to other nodes along the paths corresponding to that node), 
and to register with the first proteetor to be notified of a particular condition (see column 15, 
lines 29-35, eaeh node reeeives information concerning the number of nodes, each node’s APS 
processor does this, as the topology for the network is stored in each node's routing table, 
therefore the second protector also registers with the first protector), wherein the first protector is 
configured to receive one or more registration requests from the second protector (see column 
15, lines 29-35, each node receives information concerning the number of nodes, each node’s 
APS processor does this, as the topology for the network is stored in each node's routing table, 
and column 17, lines 34-40, each node transmits its topology information to all the other nodes, 
which can be interpreted as registering its position and connectivity in the network with the other 
nodes) and the detector is configured to identify the particular condition, and to notify the first 
protector of the particular condition upon detection of the particular condition (see column 15, 
lines 58-65, information concerning the nodes and links and preferred paths among nodes stored 
in routing table can be accessed and used to re-route automatically the signals through the 
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secondary or protection path, and see column 40, lines 40-50, upon detection of a failure a help 
message is broadcast to the nodes in the network to inform them to perform protection switching 
where needed). 

Finn does not explicitly teach that the first protector is configured to notify the second 
protector upon notification of the particular condition if previously notified of another particular 
condition else not to notify the second protector of the particular condition, and to register with 
the detector to be notified of the particular condition. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art, as evidenced 
by Ikeda. In particular, Ikeda teaches that the first protector is configured to notify the second 
protector upon notification of the particular condition if previously notified of another particular 
condition else not to notify the seeond protector of the particular condition, and to register with 
the detector to be notified of the particular condition (see column 25, lines 30-40, if the 
equipment (first protector) is already performing switching on the protection line needed (was 
previously notified of another condition), the request is passed through while continuing to 
switch the previously switched information via an overlap bridge request (forwarding the request 
to a second protector)). 

In view of the above, having the apparatus of Finn, then given the well-established 
teaching of Ikeda, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the apparatus of Finn as taught by Ikeda since Ikeda stated that 
high speed transmission can be realized while still maintaining large network tables that carry 
important network status/failure information. 
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Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Curtis A. Alia whose telephone number is (571) 270-3116. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 9am-6pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s 
supervisor, Aung S. Moe can be reached on (571) 272-7314. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. Regarding more information about the 
PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Aung S. Moe/ /Curtis A Alia/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2474 Examiner, Art Unit 74 

11/21/2009 
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